bifolio with the Epistle of Eusebius to Carpianus and two pages of canon tables (fi g. 2). These folios come  om a private collection, owned by Mr. and Mrs. Knopfelmacher, that was put for sale at the Wright Gallery in New York in the 1990s. 1 The Knopfelmacher collection included other loose folios that were donated to the Walters Art Museum in 199⒍ This latter series includes two loose leaves-one decorated with the Evangelist Luke (fi g. 3), the other with the Entombment (fi g. 4) on the recto and the Resurrected Christ Appearing to Mary Magdalene, John, and Peter on the verso-and a bifolio with four pages of canon tables (fi g. 5). As this article shows, these two series of folios must have belonged to an Ethiopic Gospel manuscript produced toward the turn of the fi  eenth century (referred to here as NWM). Tables VI-VIII (bott om) seven pages preceded respectively by two or three pages with the Eusebian letter, in such a way that the total number of pages is always ten (8+2 or 7+3). 4 Both arrangements have a long-standing tradition in Ethiopia, being found in Gospels  om the Christian Aksumite period. The earliest witness to the fi rst arrangement (8+2) is Gärima III (AG-III), which has been dated to circa AD 330-650 by several carbon-14 tests. The earliest witness to the second arrangement (7+3) is Gärima I (AG-I), which has been dated to circa AD 530-660 using the same method.
figure 2. Canon tables IX-X and beginning of the Epistle of Eusebius to Carpianus (top). Ending of the Epistle of Eusebius to Carpianus and Canon
5 Aside  om these two Gospels, surviving examples of canon tables in Ethiopia are found in manuscripts dating  om about the late thirteenth century onward. 6 The 7+3 layout is found in most surviving manuscripts of the fourteenth and early fi  eenth centuries.
As illustrated in the table, the unorthodox distribution of the canon tables over six pages in NWM results in Canons VI to X being compressed into two pages, whereas they usually occupy four pages when preceded by the Epistle of Eusebius to Carpianus in two pages, or three pages when the letter takes up three pages. 7 The canons also present numerous errors and omissions. For instance, in Canon II (see fi g. 5)-which lists the parallels between Matthew, Mark, and Luke-the Eusebian numbers 8 are inserted in an 8 × 9 instead of a 9 × 9 grid. Thus, the fi  h column with the numbers for Mark is missing, though interestingly the numbering resumes in the seventh column as if the fi  h column had not been omitted. The same phenomenon occurs in Canon IV, which should list the passages for Matthew, Mark, and John, but the column with Mark's numbers is missing.
Many of the numbers in the canons are wrong. For instance, in Canon III there are twenty-one lines, which is the correct number in the Ethiopian tradition, and the numbers in Matthew's column are in the right sequence. However, the numbers in the sequences of Luke and John are mostly wrong, with the numeral 2  equently mistaken for a 9 throughout the canon tables.
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A systematic comparison of these errors has yet to be undertaken, though it may yield information on the relationship between diff erent groups of canon tables, especially when distinctive sequences of errors are present. Thus, for instance, the presence of similar sequences of errors in the canon tables of AG-III and a later Gospel kept in the same monastery (AG-II), may indicate that the former depends on the latter. Evidently, the presence of such errors in an early witness such as AG-III raises the question if the canon tables were ever really used as a cross-referencing system in Ethiopia.
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The Ethiopic version of the Epistle of Eusebius to Carpianus, like the canon tables and the Gospels, derives  om a Greek text.
11 The text of the 14 While the introductory matter to Ethiopic Gospels o en includes the stichometry, it is unusual to fi nd this data placed at the end of the Letter of Eusebius to Carpianus, though a similar solution is also adopted in the Zir Ganela Gospels (ZG). 15 It is possible that such a solution was adopted in later manuscripts to synthetize the prefatory matter included at the beginning of the Gospels.
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Both the Epistle to Carpianus and the canon tables in NWM are placed under brightly colored and highly stylized arches, a layout attested already in the two Gärima Gospels. Stylistically, however, the simplifi ed arches and columns recall examples  om manuscripts belonging to the second half of the fourteenth or early fi  eenth century, such as those seen in the Gospels of Boru Śǝllase (BSL), 17 in which several columns are decorated with a zigzag pattern similar to the one used in all the pages of NWM. It is therefore likely that also the Eusebian apparatus in NWM was produced toward the turn of the fi  eenth century.
The space around the arches, as is generally the case in fourteenth-and early fi  eenth-century Ethiopian canon tables, is densely populated by birds. For instance, on the fi rst page of the Epistle to Carpianus there are two pairs of birds (ጢር) turned toward peacocks (ጣዎስ) that appear to peck the fl oral elements that sprout  om the outer band of the arch.
21 Peacocks are consistently placed only on the fi rst page of the Epistle to Carpianus in Ethiopic Gospels of the late thirteenth to the mid-fi  eenth centuries that adopt the 7+3 layout. Peacocks also appear in the two early Gärima Gospels, though signifi cantly in AG-III, which has the 8+2 layout, they appear on the second page of the Epistle to Carpianus, whereas in AG-I, which has the 7+3 layout, they are placed only on the fi rst page. This suggests that the later Gospels with the 7+3 layout, in which the peacocks are placed only on the fi rst page of the Epistle to Carpianus, may ultimately depend on the same model used for AG-I.
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In Ethiopic Gospels of the fourteenth and fi  eenth centuries, the birds placed next to the peacocks are generally labeled as parrots (ዱራ). 23 However, two pairs of small ጢር do appear in the fi rst page of the Epistle to Carpianus in DTM together with two medium-size birds (ከራዊያ). 24 Although the text of the epistle in NWM does not follow that in DTM, which also uses three rather than two pages for the Eusebian letter, it is interesting to note that they do have some similar features and spell Carpianus (ቀጵርያኖስ) in the same uncommon way.
25
The next three openings of NWM have the same arrangement of birds on both facing pages. Thus, for instance, on the last page of the Epistle to Carpianus as well as on Canon I, two pairs of four ዱራ climb  om opposite sides toward the top of the arch. Matching arrangements of birds are also found in the page spread of the canon tables in BS. 26 However, while the names used to identi the birds are the same as in NWM, they appear in a diff erent sequence. The last page of canon tables in BS is juxtaposed with a tempietto (fol. 8r), and it is possible that Canon X in NWM originally faced a similarly illustrated page. 27 Together with the shoots and fl oral elements that are placed around the arches, the groups of birds in the NWM canon tables evoke, as captions in other manuscripts tell us, 28 the garden of paradise.
While there is no doubt that the pages with the Epistle to Carpianus and the canon tables came  om the same manuscript, it is not possible to assert this so confi dently for the other folios discussed herea er. While their provenance and similar size support this possibility, 29 the handwriting of the canon tables seems diff erent  om that which appears above the miniatures. However, if the artist and scribe were not the same person, then it is possible to explain this discrepancy by suggesting that the former was responsible for the captions above the images or that a third person was involved in their production.
Regardless of whether this was the case, it seems likely that the stained and damaged leaf with the Nativity and the Ordeal of the Bitter Water in the Newark Museum and the folio with the Entombment and the Resurrected Christ in the Walters Art Museum, which are closely related to each other and the Eusebian apparatus in stylistic terms, came  om a Gospel manuscript, for it is in Gospel manuscripts that such scenes are generally found. 30 There is, of course, little question that the folio with the Evangelist Luke came  om a Gospel manuscript.
The style of the miniatures points toward a similar date to the one that has been suggested above for the Epistle to Carpianus and canon tablesnamely, the turn of the fi  eenth century. The fi gures in the Newark Museum and the Walters Art Museum leaves-with their elongated ovalshaped faces and upturned eyes-are stylistically very close to the fi gures that appear in BSL and DTM. This observation becomes more signifi cant when we consider that the style of the arches placed above the Epistle to Carpianus and the canon tables in these latter two manuscripts can also be linked, as shown above, with NWM.
It is also worth mentioning a loose leaf in the collection of the Getty Museum (GTM) with the Evangelist John, 31 which is very close, in terms of 29 W.839 is slightly larger than all the other folios, but the layout of the image (2⒏ 2 × 2⒉ 2 cm) is almost identical to that of W.840 (29 × 2⒉ 2 cm). It is quite possible that some of the other folios were trimmed; this certainly appears to be the case for the upper margin of the canon tables. 30 For an overview with further literature, see E. Balicka-Witakowska, "Gospel illustration," Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, 2:859-60, with more references. 31 Coll. no. MS 89, 3⒊ 7 × 2⒊ 3 cm, turn of the fi  eenth century (?). On the Evangelists in Ethiopian art, see Heldman, The Gospels of Princess Zir Gānēlā, 109-17; Heldman, "Evangelists in art," in Encyclopaedia Aethiopica, 2:461-63, with further bibliography. A systematic study of the Evangelist portraits in Ethiopic Gospels is a desideratum. When decorated with style and iconography, to the evangelist portrait in NWM. Two even closer parallels to the portrait of Luke in NWM (see fi g. 3) are found in DTM and BSL (fi gs. 6-7). 32 With regard to their style, in all three examples Luke has an elongated face; almond-shaped eyes; a long, straight nose; and a rectangular-shaped mouth. As for their iconography, all three portraits show Luke sitting on a chair in which the vertical lines are interrupted by decorative horizontal lines and which has two visible legs, a cross-shaped fi nial, and a rounded back. Likewise, in all three cases Luke sits in the same position; wears the same attire; holds the beginning of his Gospel with his le hand, which has a hook-shaped thumb sticking out; holds the reed with his right hand with the index and thumb forming a loop around it; and has white hair and a white beard streaked with black lines.
There are some diff erences between the three miniatures. In DTM and NWM, Luke has a rimmed halo and his eyes turn upward, whereas in BSL the halo has no ornaments and he gazes back at the viewer. A further difference between BSL, DTM, and NWM is that in the latter two manuscripts, Luke's le sleeve cuff has been painted like a loop sticking out awkwardly-a detail also found in the Ordeal of the Bitter Water in NWM (see fi g. 1, le ). Lastly, DTM is the only manuscript in which Luke's toenails have been depicted. However, the similarities outweigh these diff erences, and there can be little doubt that the three miniatures had a common ancestor. This impression is strengthened by looking at the other elements present in the three miniatures. The writing instruments in the three portraits of Luke are arranged in a slightly diff erent fashion, but they are clearly very similar. In all three cases, there is an ewer, an object that looks like a casket, with a triangularshaped lid and rounded fi nials, 33 and a small rectangular-shaped table with reeds and a knife. In BSL there is one ink horn, whereas in NWM and DTM there are two ink horns. Also absent in BSL is the small squareshaped element-which could represent a piece of parchment or a tablet used for supporting the parchment-visible in the other two examples.
Finally, it is worthwhile noting that in all three miniatures, the inscription that identifi es Luke is placed below the lower-le corner of a  ame that divides the portrait  om the trefoil arch with a checkered pattern. The intersections of this  ame are marked by small squares, though in DTM and NWM the corners are fi lled with stylized elements that are diff erent  om each other and that are absent in BSL. Yet, as I have argued elsewhere, 34 Ethiopian artists appear to have been very unsystematic in the use of such decorative elements.
In light of the similarities listed above, it seems evident that the three portraits of Luke are closely related to each other. Indeed, in the case of DTM and NWM, the two miniatures are so close that it is possible that they are based on the same model. Additional supports for this opinion comes  om the fact that all the surviving scenes  om NWM are found in BSL and that the miniatures  om these two manuscripts show a strong degree of iconographic affi nity. This is particularly evident in the representations of the Nativity, the Entombment, and the Resurrection of Christ, but less so in the case of the Ordeal of the Bitter Water. 35 It is unfortunate that only two portraits of Evangelists and two pages of the Letter of Eusebius to Carpianus survive in DTM, for, judging on what survives, the miniatures in this latter manuscript are even more closely related to NWM than those in BSL, though whether DTM ever included a Christological cycle is at present impossible to ascertain.
In the depiction of the Entombment 36 in NWM (see fi g. 4), the caption placed on the  ame that separates the scene  om the trefoil simply states: "How Joseph and Nicodemus shrouded Him. body of Christ; their clothes have similar folds; the cross-like ornaments on the shrouds are almost identical, as is the unusual knot at the top; the curtain of the tomb is placed to the right and is similarly rendered; the two guards, respectively depicted above and below the tomb, wear a simple tunic with straight lines, hold a white shield with a dotted circle at its center, and have a small pointed hat and a spear; and their feet and arms are not visible. The only two signifi cant diff erences between the two versions of the Entombment are that in BSL the guards are identifi ed by captions and that they have their heads turned toward Joseph and Nicodemus. 38 Similar observations could be made regarding the two miniatures in which the Resurrected Christ appears to Peter, John, and Mary Magdalene. However, a comparison between the miniature of the Nativity in BSL and that in NWM presents us with a far more interesting phenomenon. 39 The Nativity in BSL (fi g. 9) features most of the iconographic elements visible already in the Gospels of Iyäsus Mo ' a (IM), 40 which preserve the earliest known version of this theme in Ethiopian manuscript illumination (fol. 18r; fi g. 10). In both miniatures, we see the reclining Virgin with Joseph to her right and Salome to her le , the infant Christ in the manger with the ox and the ass near him, and three shepherds. In IM, the shepherds follow a star, a detail that is absent in BSL, and do not have sheep as they do in BSL. 41 Also in BSL Joseph turns his back to the Virgin, an unusual variant, and there is no division between the shepherds and the Virgin. 42 Nevertheless, the principal diff erence between the two representations of the Nativity is that the manger with Christ is placed between the Virgin and the shepherds in BSL rather than above her as in IM. This is an unusual variant, as the manger is generally placed either above or next to the Virgin. 43 This diff erence does not necessarily imply that the Nativity in BSL belongs 43 E.g., in ZG, fol. 7v. See Skehan, An Illuminated Gospel, pl. 2, for a reproduction. Most interestingly, we fi nd the same solution adopted in the Nativity in NWM (see fi g. 1, le ), in which the manger 46 is placed below the threefi gure group of Joseph, 47 Mary, 48 and Salome, 49 and above a group of two fi gures with sticks identifi ed as the "Shepherds of Sheep." 50 At fi rst, the presence of fi ve fi gures bearing gi s, and identifi ed as "the Magi" by a caption, 51 in the lower-right portion of the miniature would seem to preclude any possible relationship between this version of the Nativity and the one found in BSL. However, on closer scrutiny, the two miniatures agree in so many respects (the poses, attire, and spiky hair of the shepherds; the hook-shaped hooves and tail of the ox; the donkey cut in half by the  ame; the gesture of Salome and the folds of her garments; the chair on which Joseph is seated) that they must descend  om a common prototype.
The most likely explanation, then, is that the Magi are an addition to the core model and that the artist who painted the NWM Nativity decided to compress two scenes-namely, the Adoration of the Magi and the Nativityinto one page. 52 In order to achieve this, he had to decrease the number of shepherds  om three to two and considerably reduce the size of the ox and ass, which in fact, although much smaller than the two animals in BSL, are almost identical to them. The compression of two themes into one page is a phenomenon that occurs already in IM and that seems to have increased  om the turn of the fi  eenth century onward, though the two scenes placed on a page are generally separated by a  ame rather than merged as they are in NWM. 53 This phenomenon occurs also in BSL, in which the Annunciation and the Ordeal of the Bitter Water are painted on the same page (fol. 8v). 54 Furthermore, if, as seems likely, the canon tables and miniatures in NWM come  om the same manuscript, then the compression of two scenes in the Nativity fi nds a parallel in the compression of the canon tables into eight rather than ten pages.
The last point to be considered is whether it is possible to associate NWM with a particular region or area of Ethiopia on the basis of its style. In the catalog of an exhibition of Ethiopian art held at the Walters Art Museum, Griffi th Mann, in his description of W.839 (see fi g. 4), claims that it may have been "made in the Lake Tana region as it shares important stylistic connections with manuscripts produced in the monastic communities of the lake's islands." 55 It is not in equent to fi nd similar remarks in the literature about Ethiopian art, but such observations seem to have little or no foundation when one deals with early Solomonic illumination.
It has been seen above that,  om a stylistic and iconographic point of view, DTM and BSL are very close to NWM. However, the monastery of Däbrä Tä'amina, in which DTM is kept, is situated about fi  kilometers northwest of Mäqälä. Boru Śǝllase, on the other hand, is situated approximately ten kilometers north of the town of Däse. In other words, neither of the two monasteries is close to Lake Tana. It is true that the ownership notes in DTM (fol. 191r) 56 and BSL (fols. 1r, 3r) are clearly posterior, thus making it diffi cult to ascertain whether they were always kept in what is their current location. But it is precisely because we cannot pinpoint with certainty the scriptorium, or scriptoria, 57 in which these manuscripts were made, and because they are found in diff erent parts of the country, that we should be wary of associating a particular style of painting with a particular region. 58 
